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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to RCE filed on 2/25/2008. 

2. Claims 1, 11, 19, 27, and 32 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1, and 5-33 remain pending. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 6, 7, 14, 15, 22 and 23 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 35 U.S.C. 101, and objections set forth in this Office action 
and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 22 and 23 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 22 
depends on itself and claim 23 depends on claim 22. Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claims 6, 7, 14, 15, 22 and 23 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims and clear of any rejections or objections in this office 
action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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7. Claims'!, 5-10, 19-26, and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 1 and 5-10 recite the limitation of 
software architecture. The software architecture comprises a server, a client and a debugger. 
The server, client, and debugger, without specific inclusion of a piece of hardware, can be 
interpreted as pure software modules. Therefore, such limitation can be interpreted as 
software. Software is not a statutory patentable subject matter. Claims 19-26, and 32-33 recite 
the limitation of a computer-readable medium. According to Applicant's specification, page 7, 
2 nd paragraph, a computer readable media can be communication media, and communication 
media can be modulated signal, which is signal. Therefore, a computer readable media can be 
signal per se. Signal is considered a form of energy and is not considered as a statutory 
patentable subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 11-18, 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 11 and 19 recite the limitation of "said detection" in "halting execution of the client 
connection on the server process responsive to said connection;" There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Dependent claims 12-18, and 20-26 suffer the 
same deficiency. 
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Claims 27 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. 
See MPEP § 2172.01. Claims 27 and 32 recite the steps of returning, calling, halting, and 
enabling. It appears the Applicant attempts to claim the invention as disclosed in Figure 5, or 
specification, pages 15-16, for example. There are apparently some steps missing. For 
example, steps 501, 507, and 51 1. The examiner suggests referring the claim 19 for a more 
complete scope of claim language. Further, the Applicant appears to claim client, server and 
debugger in three separate computers. The examiner would suggest considering identifying 
which computer (or process) takes what action (or in response, thereof). Dependent claims of 
claims 27 and 32 are rejected for the same reason. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 5, 8-13, 16-21, and 24-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Al-Azzawe (USPTN 7,155,426) in view of Meier et al. (USPTN 6,058,393) 

and further in view of Alpern (USPTN 7, 107, 578). 



Per claim 1, 
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Al-Azzawe discloses 

a server, wherein the server runs the distributed database application on a 
computer(Fig. 1, 2, c2: 51-56, "...debugging of SQL instructions located in a sever..."); 
a client, wherein the client interacts with the distributed database application by way of 
the client connection(Fig. 1, 2, c2:51-65, ); 

a debugger, wherein the debugger debugs the distributed database application 
process(Fig. 1, 2, c2:51-65, ), wherein the server, and client, each run on separate 
computers (Fig. 1, shows client and server run on separate 
machine) ; and 

an application program interface (API), wherein the API receives a debugger request 
from the debugger to debug code, causes the server to call a debugging component, 
and wherein the debugger debugs the managed code (c5 : 52 -c 6 : 10 , "... through 
a debugger interface sof tware...debugger interface is thus a set of 
C API..." ) . 

Al-Azzawe does not specifically disclose 

Debugger is on a separate machine from the application (client and server, 
where client and server are separated as previously shown) . 

However, Meier et ai. disclose 

Debugger is on a separate machine from the application (and therefore, client, server 
and debugger are separated) (c4: 19-25, "...initiating debugging in an 
distributed environment where the debugger may be running on a 
different machine...dif f erent from the application program is 
running on....", and Fig. 2) . 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Meier et al. into the teachings of Al-Azzawe 
to include the limitation discloses by Meier et ai. . The modification would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to want to be able to debug external programs as suggested by Meier et 

al. (c3: 44-47, "...there is no practical method for debugging external 
program...") . 

Al-Azzawe/ Meier et ai. do not specifically disclose debugging managed code. 

However, Aipern discloses 

debugging managed code(FIG. 1 shows a debugger capable of debugging virtual 
machine. The debugged virtua! machine can be a JVM, see c8: 49-65, "...JVM. ..include 
JAVA classfiles of JAVA bytecode..." SDN's JVM runs bytecode, which is equivalent to 
Microsoft's CLI. See Specification, page 2, 1st para., where managed code is defined as 
code running in CLI. ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Aipern into the teachings of Al-Azzawe/ 
Meier et al. to include the limitation discloses by Aipern. The modification would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to want to debug managed code on a virtual machine ( see 

Aipern, cl : 41- 44, "The advantage of virtual machine..."). 



As per claim 5, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Al-Azzawe discloses 
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wherein the API receives a debugger request to debug managed code, causes the 
server to call a remote debugging component, and wherein the debugger debugs the 
managed code by way of the remote debugging component (c6 : 5-9, see api 
calls) . 

As per claim 8, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Al-Azzawe discloses 

comprises a user interface, wherein the user interface displays only the T-SQL activity 
within the server on the client connection being debugged(c12: 36-54, "...debugger 
manager user interface... display the debugging session..." ; c4: 10: "...TSQL..." where 
when debugging TSQL, only TSQL activity is being debugged). 

As per claim 9. the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Al-Azzawe discloses 

comprises a user interface, wherein said user interface displays only threads associated 
with the client connection (cl 2 : 36-54, "...debugger manager user 
interf ace...display the debugging session..." where the debugging 
session is a thread. ) . 

As per claim 10, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
Al-Azzawe discloses 
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wherein the server detects an addition of a dynamic T-SQL frame to a user stack within 
the server and calls a method to pass text of the dynamic T-SQL frame to the 
debugger (c8 : 30-4 6, "debugging of stored...the stored procedure.."). 



Regarding claims 11-13 
Al-Azzawe teaches, 

receiving a first call for a stored procedure from the debugger process (column 3, lines 3-7, 
"provide call stacking...); 

returning an interface pointer to the debugger process responsive to the received first call 
(column 3, lines 3-7, "provide call stacking...); 

receiving a second calfor a register meth d fr°mthe debugg 6 ' pr°ce_ss, where_in the secon d call 
comprises a machine name, a process ID and an interface pointer (column 9, lines 25-41, "the 
client application. ..the client 110); 

recognizing a client connection matching the machine name, process ID and interface pointer on 
the server process (column 9, lines 43-53, "the debugger routers. ..debugging operation); 
halting execution of the client connection on the server process responsive to detection (column 
9, lines 7-17, "the PSM debugger interface calls...); 

executing a third call, wherein the third call establishes operative communications between the 
debugger process and the client process (column 10, lines 39-57, "the debugger router 
uses. ..running); and 

debugging the client process (column 11, lines 28-42, "debugger regardless.., debugging). 
Al-Azzawe does not specifically disclose 

Debugger is on a separate machine from the application (client and server, 
where client and server are separated as previously shown) . 
However, Meier et al. disclose 
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Debugger is on a separate machine from the application (and therefore, client, server 
and debugger are separated) (c4: 19-25, "...initiating debugging in an 
distributed environment where the debugger may be running on a 
different machine...dif f erent from the application program is 
running on....", and Fig. 2) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Meier et al. into the teachings of Al-Azzawe 
to include the limitation discloses by Meier et al. . The modification would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to want to be able to debug external programs as suggested by Meier et 
al. (c3: 44-47, "...there is no practical method for debugging external 
program...") . 

Al-Azzawe/ Meier et al. do not specifically disclose debugging managed code. 

However, Aipern discloses 

debugging managed code(F!G. 1 shows a debugger capable of debugging virtual 
machine. The debugged virtual machine can be a JVM, see c8: 49-65, "...JVM. ..include 
JAVA classfiles of JAVA bytecode..." SUN's JVM runs bytecode, which is equivalent to 
Microsoft's CLI. See Specification, page 2, 1st para., where managed code is defined as 
code running in CLI. ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Aipern into the teachings of Al-Azzawe/ 
Meier et al. to include the limitation discloses by Aipern. The modification would be obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art to want to debug managed code on a virtual machine ( see 

Alpern, cl : 41- 44, "The advantage of virtual machine..."). 

Regarding claims 16 

Rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 6, 
therefore, claim 16 is_rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 17 

Al-Azzawe teaches, 

server process is executing managed code on the client connection and the debugger process is 
debugging the managed code, and further comprising displaying, on a user interface, Only 
threads associated with the managed code being debugged (figures 1-2, column 5, lines 12-29, 
"two server 102 site.., communication lines). 

Regarding claims 18 

Rejection of claim 11 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 10, 
therefore, claim 18 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 19 

Rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 1 1 , 
therefore, claim 19 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 20 

Rejection of claim 20 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 12, 
therefore, claim 20 is rejected under same rationale. 
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Regarding claims 21 

Rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 13, 
therefore, claim 21 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 24 

Rejection of claim 19 Is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 6, 
therefore, claim 24 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 25 

Rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 17, 
therefore, claim 25 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 26 

Rejection of claim 19 ~s incorporated and further clmm recites limitations as in claim 10, 
therefore, claim 26 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 27 

Rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 27, 
therefore, claim 27 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claims 28 

Rejection of claim 27 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 7, 
therefore, claim 28 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claim 29 

Rejection of claim 27 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 1 , 
therefore, claim 29 is rejected under same rationale. 
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Regarding claim 30 
Al-Azzawe teaches, 

detecting a security context of the client connection and performing connecting step only if the 
security context matches a predetermined security context (column 11, lines 1-10). 

Regarding claims 31 

Al-Azzawe teaches, 

calling step is by way of a distributed component object model (DCOM) (column 10, lines 60- 
67, "debugging Java and C, C++...). 

Regarding claim 32 

Rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 1 1 , 
therefore, claim 32 is rejected under same rationale. 

Regarding claim 33 

Rejection of claim 32 is incorporated and further claim recites limitations as in claim 9, 
therefore, claim 33 is rejected under same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

In the remark, 
Applicant argues: 

1) Claims 19-26 and 32-33 are statutory. 
Examiner's response: 
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1) Applicant argued "Applicant amended claims 19-26, and 32-32(33?) to recite "computer- 
readable storage medium". However, upon reviewing the amended claims, it appears no 
"computer-readable storage medium" has been recited. The real issue here is the Applicant's 
specification expressively defines computer readable medium can be signal. It is for this 
reason, the examiner maintains the rejections. 

Applicant's other arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Philip Wang whose telephone number is 571-272-5934. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:00 - 4:00PM. Any inquiry of general nature or relating 
to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 Group receptionist: 571-272- 
2100. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Zhen can be reached on 571-272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
/Wei Zhen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



